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The  issues  before  me  concern  certain  events  that 
occurred  in  Kingston  between  late  September  and  early 
December  of  1976.     The  complaint  of  discrimination  was  made 
by  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Ode  Lam  to  the  effect  that  they  had  been 
denied  occupancy  of  housing  accommodation  at  51  Hickson 
Avenue,  Kingston,  by  the  owner  and  landlord,  Mr.  Frederick 
McCaw,  by  reason  of  the  race,  colour,  ancestry  and  place  of 
origin  of  Mr.  Lam,  contrary  to  section  3(1) (a)  and   (b)  of 
the  Ontario  Human  Rights  Code,  R.S.O.  1970,  Chapter  318,  as 
amended.     Mr.  Lam  is  of  Chinese  race,  colour,  and  ancestry, 
and  came  to  Canada  from  Hong  Kong.     I  quote  the  above- 
mentioned  section. 

3.-(l)  No  person,  directly  or  indirectly, 
alone  or  with  another,  by  himself  or  by  the 
interposition  of  another,  shall, 

(a)  deny  to  any  person  or  class  of  persons 
occupancy  of  any  commercial  unit  or 
any  housing  accommodation;  or 

(b)  discriminate  against  any  person  or 
class  of  persons  with  respect  to  any 
term  or  condition  of  occupancy  of 
any  commercial  unit  or  any  housing 
accommodation , 

because  of  race,  creed,  colour,  sex,  nationality, 
ancestry  or  place  of  origin  of  such  person  or 
class  of  persons  or  of  any  other  person  or  class 
of  persons. 

Mr.  McCaw  is  the  owner  of  the  duplex  house 
51-53  Hickson  Avenue.     He  lives  in  Number  53  himself  and  rents 
out  Number  51,  which  is  : elf -contained . 

I  propose  first  to  give  an  outline  of  the  events  of 
this  case  in  sequence,  a  necessary  preliminary  to  analysis  of 
the  issues  and  the  evidence. 
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Sequence  of  Events 

September  28 

On  September  28th  Mrs.  Lam,  with  the  aid  of  her 
mother,  Mrs.  Roy,  agreed  on  an  oral  lease  of  51  Hickson  Avenue 
with  Mr.  McCaw,   from  October  1st.     Counsel  agreed  that  this 
was  a  month  to  month  tenancy.     The  Lams  planned  to  stay  about 
one  year.     This  was  in  the  early  afternoon.     Mr.  Lam,  who  works 
long  hours  in  the  restaurant  business,  did  not  appear  at 
51  Hickson  Avenue  until  late  in  the  afternoon,  at  which  time  he 
was  introduced  to  Mr.  McCaw. 

The  Lams  wished  to  carry  out  some  redecorating  at 
Number  51  by  their  own  efforts,  and  Mrs.  Lam  asked  Mr.  McCaw 
to  agree  to  allowing  some  credit  against  future  rental  payments 
for  the  cost  of  re-decorating  materials  they  purchased.  There 
is  a  conflict  in  the  evidence  as  to  whether  Mr.  McCaw  agreed  to 
this.     Mrs.  Lam  and  her  mother  thought  he  did.     Mr.  McCaw 
denied  that  he  had  made  a  firm  commitment. 
November  1st 

On  November  1st,  Mrs.  Lam  went  to  see  Mr.  McCaw  to 
pay  the  rent  for  November.     She  had  bills  showing  that  they  had 
spent  about  $100.  for  re-decorating  materials,  and  asked  for  a 
total  credit  of  $47.  of  this  amount.     Mr.  McCaw  refused  to 
give  any  credit,  and  denied  that  he  had  agreed  to  do  so.  They 
fell  into  a  hot  argument,  in  the  course  of  which  Mrs.  Lam 
reports  that  Mr.  McCaw  made  disparaging  remarks  about  the  fact 
that  her  husband  was  Chinese,  and  implied  this  was  the  reason 
there  would  be  no  credit  for  the  cost  of  decorating  materials. 
Mrs.  Lam  reported  this  to  her  husband,  and  he  went  to  the  door 
of  Number  53  to  see  Mr.  McCaw.     The  latter  refused  to  admit 
him  or  speak  to  him.     The  Lams  were  deeply  distressed,  but  were 
advised  it  would  be  difficult  to  prove  anything,   and  so  decided 
to  do  nothing  further.     They  continued  as  tenants.     Mr.  McCaw 's 
version  of  what  was  said  during  the  argument  differs  from  that 
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of  Mrs.  Lam. 
November  23rd 

Under  date  of  November  23rd,  Mr.  McCaw  sent  to  the 
Lams  by  registered  mail  a  "Notice  of  Landlord  of  Termination 
at  End  of  Term  or  Rental  Period" .     The  notice  required  them 
to  vacate  51  Hickson  Avenue  by  January  31,   197  7,  and  gave  the 
following  reasons. 

" (1)     You  have  changed  locks  without  the  per- 
mission of  the  landlord  contrary  to  the 
Landlord  &  Tenant  Act  R.S.O.  1970,  C.   23  6 
as  amended. 

(2)  You  have  a  dog  on  the  premises  contrary 
to  the  terms  of  the  oral  lease. 

(3)  You  or  your  guests  have  substantially 
disturbed  the  reasonable  enjoyment  of 
the  landlord's  premises  by  causing  undue 
noise . 11 

On  the  basis  of  the  argument  on  November  1st,  the  Lams  had 
feared  that  Mr.  McCaw  did  not  really  want  them  as  tenants 
because  Mr.  Lam  was  Chinese.     Mr.  McCaw  denies  this,  and  in 
effect  maintained  that  the  reasons  recited  in  the  termination 
notice  were  the  only  reasons  for  terminating  the  lease.  But 
the  Lams  now  felt  sure  that  the  real  objection  was  that 
Mr.  Lam  was  Chinese.     While  they  had  been  given  until 
January  31st,  1977,  to  vacate  the  premises,  they  decided  to 
leave  by  the  end  of  November.     Mr.  Lam  was  able  to  arrange 
alternative  accommodation,  and  they  vacated  51  Hickson  Avenue 
on  November  30th.      (They  were  actually  out  by  1:30  AM  on 
December  1st,  but  no  point  was  made  of  this.) 
December  1st 

Quite  early  in  the  morning  on  December  1st,  a  sign 
advertising  that  the  premises  were  for  rent  was  nailed  to  the 
railing  outside  51  Hickson  Avenue.     The  newspaper  photographer's 
picture   (exhibit  #2)   shows  plainly  what  was  hand-printed  on 
the  sign,  and  I  quote:     "To  Let,   2-Bedroom  Apartment.  Heated. 
Range  and  Refrigerator.     Aryan  Caucasian  Adults  Only.     No  Pets. 
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Apply  at  No.   53."     At  the  bottom  of  the  sign  was  an  arrow 
pointing  to  53  Hickson  Avenue.     The  sign  remained  up  at  least 
until  late  in  the  day  on  December  2nd,  when  Mr.  McCaw  took 
the  sign  down  and  destroyed  it.     I  will  discuss  evidence  of 
the  responsibility  of  Mr.  McCaw  in  relation  to  this  sign 
presently. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Lam  quickly  learned  the  sign  was  up 
and  came  to  see  it.     Mr.  Lam  photographed  it.     They  then  com- 
plained to  the  office  of  the  Ontario  Human  Rights  Commission 
in  Ottawa. 

The  Commission  promptly  sent  an  officer  to  Kingston 
and  Mrs.  Lam  signed  a  complaint  of  discrimination  in  regular 
form  on  behalf  of  herself  and  her  husband.     This  is  exhibit 
#12.      (In  error,  the  complaint  was  dated  November  10th, 
obviously  it  should  have  been  dated  December  10th) . 

In  spite  of  the  best  efforts  of  the  staff  of  the 
Human  Rights  Commission,  an  agreed  solution  could  not  be 
reached  between  the  parties.     I  was  appointed  to  hold  a  Board 
of  Inquiry  under  the  Ontario  Human  Rights  Code.     The  hearings 
were  held  in  the  Frontenac  County  Court  House  on  June  13  and 
14,  1977.     I  delayed  the  opening  of  the  hearing  for  40  minutes 
on  June  13th,  while  final  efforts  to  reach  an  agreed  solution 
were  made.     They  did  not  succeed,  so  we  proceeded  with  the 
hearing. 

The  Legal  Issues  and  the  Finding  of  Fact 
I  have  already  quoted  section  3(1) (a)   and   (b)  of 
the  Ontario  Human  Rights  Code.     Counsel  for  the  Commission  and 
the  complainants  proposed  that  I  should  confine  myself  to 
determining  whether  or  not  there  had  been  a  breach  of  this 
section.     The  other  section  relevant  is  section  1  of  the  Code, 
which  forbids  public  notices  or  signs  manifesting  an  intention 
to  discriminate  in  one  of  the  forbidden  ways.     Section  1  is  in 
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very  broad  terms,  and  Mr.  Laskin's  reasons  for  avoiding  it 
were  that  questions  of  its  constitutional  validity  might  come 
up,  in  relation  to  rights  of  freedom  of  expression.     I  agreed 
with  Mr.  Laskin  that  we  could  satisfactorily  dispose  of  the 
issues  in  our  case  under  section  3  alone. 

The  allegation  against  Mr.  McCaw  under  Section  3  is 
that  his  notice  to  terminate  the  tenancy  of  November  23rd  was 
primarily  or  substantially  made  for  a  reason  he  did  not  state 
in  the  notice,  namely  that  he  objected  to  the  Lams  continuing 
as  his  tenants  because  Mr.  Lam  is  Chinese.     The  grounds  given 
by  Mr.  McCaw  were  the  changing  of  the  locks  without  permission, 
the  keeping  of  a  dog  contrary  to  the  terms  of  the  oral  lease, 
and  making  undue  noise.     I  will  speak  of  the  evidence  for  or 
against  these  stated  grounds  presently,  but  their  relevance 
to  the  basic  legal  issue  before  me  is  indirect.     In  my  view, 
the  basic  legal  position  is  this.     If  the  landlord  was  sub- 
stantially or  primarily  motivated  to  terminate  the  lease  because 
Mr.  Lam  was  Chinese,  then  there  has  been  a  breach  by  the  land- 
lord of  section  3  of  the  Code,  even  though  other  and  proper 
grounds  may  or  do  also  exist  on  the  basis  of  which  the  landlord 
could  terminate  the  tenancy.     As  I  read  section  3,  it  applies 
in  this  manner  to  the  termination  of  a  lease.     It  is  not  just 
concerned  with  the  giving  of  a  lease  in  the  first  place. 

Thus,  the  Commission  and  the  complainants  in  this 
case  have  the  burden  of  proving  to  the  Board  that  the  primary  reason 
or  a  substantial  reason  why  Mr.  McCaw  gave  notice  to  terminate 
the  lease  was  that  he  di *  not  want  the  Lams  to  continue  as  his 
tenants  because  Mr.  Lam  is  Chinese.     The  burden  of  proof  here 
is  the  ordinary  burden  of  proof  of  the  civil  law.  The 
Commission  and  the  complainants  are  thus  obliged  to  submit 
evidence  that  shows  a  balance  of  probability  in  favour  of  the 
truth  of  the  above-stated  allegation  about  Mr.  McCaw* s  reasons, 
a  probability  that  survives  in  spite  of  evidence  having  a 
contrary  tendency  that  may  be  submitted  on  behalf  of  Mr.  McCaw. 
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I  listened  carefully  to  the  evidence  and  argument  on 
June  13  and  14.     I  have  read  the  full  written  transcript  of  the 
evidence,  which  reached  me  early  in  August.     I  am  satisfied 
that  the  Commission  and  the  complainants  have  sustained  the  burden 
of  proof  that  was  on  them.     I  find  that  a  substantial  reason 
why  Mr .  McCaw  gave  notice  to  terminate  the  lease  was  that  he 
objected  to  having  the  Lams  continue  as  his  tenants  because 
Mr.  Lam  is  of  Chinese  racial  origin.     If  it  were  necessary  as 
a  matter  of  law  to  do  so,   I  would  find  that  this  was  Mr .  McCaw's 
primary  reason  for  termination  of  the  tenancy.     I  now  proceed 
to  an  analysis  of  the  evidence  that  has  brought  me  to  this 
conclusion. 

Analysis  of  the  Evidence 
Recalling  the  definition  of  the  issue  under  section  3 
of  the  Code,  there  are  principally  three  points  of  time  and 
three  respects  in  which  the  evidence  is  critical  for  proof  of 
a  breach  of  the  section.     I  refer  to  the  making  of  the  lease 
on  September  28,  the  argument  over  credit  for  the  cost  of 
decorating  materials  on  November  1,  and  the  offensive  sign  that 
was  put  up  early  on  December  1  and  remained  up  until  late  on 
December  2 . 

On  September  28,  Mr.  Lam  did  not  appear  at  51-53 
Hickson  Avenue  until  after  the  lease  was  agreed  to,  and  was 
then  introduced  to  Mr.  McCaw.     Mr.  McCaw  says  that  Mrs.  Roy 
told  him  at  their  first  meeting  that  day  that  her  son-in-law 
was  Chinese.     Mrs.  Roy  does  not  believe  she  said  this  at  all. 
In  any  event,  it  is  in  kr.  McCaw's  favour  that,  even  if  he 
did  not  know  this  originally,  he  did  not  attempt  to  go  back  on 
the  deal  when  later  he  did  learn  that  Mr.  Lam  was  Chinese. 

This  brings  us  to  the  argument  over  credit  for  the 
cost  of  decorating  materials  on  November  1.     There  is  a  direct 
conflict  between  the  evidence  of  Mrs.  Lam  and  that  of  Mr.  McCaw 
about  this.     Mrs.  Lam  reports  Mr.  McCaw  as  having  said  that 
they  could  have  no  credit  for  decorating  costs  because  her 
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husband  was  Chinese  and  she  had  not  told  him  this  when  arranging 
to  rent  51  Hickson  Avenue.     Mr.  McCaw  says  his  reason  for  re- 
fusing credit  was  that  he  had  given  no  firm  undertaking  on 
September  28  to  give  credit.     He  said  he  expected  the  Lams  to 
present  him  with  specific  estimates,  and  then  he  would  consider 
whether  to  allow  credit  at  all,  and  if  so  how  much.     It  is  clear 
that,  somehow,  they  ended  up  talking  of  the  fact  that  Mr.  Lam 
was  Chinese,  and  Mr.  McCaw  did  make  some  general  comments 
about  the  adverse  effects  that  coloured  tenants  could  have  on 
property  values  and  the  attitude  of  the  neighbours.     But  he 
denies  Mrs.  Lam's  version  of  the  reason  why  he  refused  to  allow 
credit  for  some  of  the  cost  of  the  decorating  materials. 

It  is  clear  that  I  have  to  concern  myself  with  the 
credibility  of  the  witnesses,  principally  that  of  Mrs.  Lam  and 
Mr.  McCaw,  so  far  as  November  1st  is  concerned.     In  this 
respect,  and  generally,  I  found  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Lam  to  be  reliable 
and  straightforward  witnesses.     I  formed  this  impression  from 
their  demeanour  as  witnesses,  from  the  nature  of  their  testi- 
mony, from  the  fact  that  they  stood  up  well  to  cross-examina- 
tion, and  from  the  consistency  of  their  conduct  with  their 
statements.     In  this  latter  respect,  when  the  notice  termina- 
ting their  lease  reached  them  during  the  last  week  of  November, 
they  determined  to  leave  by  the  end  of  November  and  made 
extraordinary  efforts  to  this  end,  which  were  successful, 
though  the  notice  allowed  them  until  January  31.     This  is 
consistent  with  the  truth  of  Mrs.  Lam's  version  of  what  Mr.  McCaw 
said  to  her  in  the  argument  with  him  on  November  1.  Differences 
about  locks,  the  dog  and  noise  would  not  have  prompted  the 
Lams  to  act  as  they  did.     They  disbelieved  the  three  stated 
reasons  because  of  the  argument  on  November  1. 

I  must  now  speak  of  the  credibility  of  Mr.  McCaw  as 
a  witness,  in  relation  to  November  1,  and  generally.  Because 
of  the  nature  of  his  testimony  and  his  demeanour  as  a  witness, 
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I  did  not  find  Mr.  McCaw's  testimony  reliable  at  the  critical 
points.     He  was  somewhat  evasive  during  cross-examination 
concerning  the  argument  of  November  1.     His  explanation  of 
how  he  came  to  be  discussing  property  values  at  all  in  relation 
to  the  racial  qualities  of  tenants  was  not  convincing. 

As  for  the  notice  to  terminate,  Mr.  McCaw  did  not 
really  explain  why  he  did  not  complain  informally  and  promptly 
to  the  Lams  about  the  locks,  the  dog  and  the  noise,  if  these 
things  were  bothering  him  or  upsetting  him.     The  first  they 
learned  of  these  objections  was  when  they  received  the  notice 
of  termination  in  the  last  week  of  November.     The  Lams  thought 
they  had  permission  to  change  the  locks,  because  Mrs.  Lam  had 
discussed  the  matter  with  Mr.  McCaw  on  September  28th.  There 
had  been  several  previous  tenants  and  they  feared  some  keys 
might  be  in  the  wrong  hands.     In  fact  money  was  stolen  from 
them  before  they  in  fact  changed  the  locks.     They  did  not  have 
permission  for  the  dog,  but  Mrs.  Lam  testified  that  he  was  a 
quiet  animal.     Also,  Mrs.  Lam  denied  that  she  or  her  husband 
or  her  visitors  made  undue  noise.     Mr.  Lam  works  long  hours, 
six  days  a  week.     Mrs.  Lam  worked  at  times  in  her  mother's 
business,  and  at  other  times  was  a  student  at  St.  Lawrence 
College.     So  they  were  both  absent  from  51  Hickson  Avenue 
for  long  periods,  which  must  have  been  quiet  times  for  Mr. 
McCaw.     The  evidence  is  against  there  having  been  undue  noise. 
There  may  have  been  a  breach  of  the  oral  lease  when  the  dog 
was  taken  in  as  a  pet.     Changing  the  locks  would  not  have  been 
wrong  if  Mr.  McCaw  had  c^jreed  to  it.     At  least  then  there  is 
doubt  about  the  validity  or  seriousness  of  the  three  stated 
grounds.     This  rather  implies  that  the  stated  reasons  are  not 
the  real  reasons. 

Nevertheless,  had  the  evidence  stopped  at  this  point, 
I  am  not  sure  that  the  burden  of  proof  on  the  Commission  and  the 
complainants  would  have  been  satisfied,  to  the  effect  that  the 
main  reason  for  termination    had  not  been  stated,  and  that  it 
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was  what  the  Lams  believed  it  to  be.     But  I  do  not  have  to 
decide  this,  because  the  evidence  did  not  stop  at  this  point. 
The  later  evidence  reinforces  and  confirms  Mrs.  Lam's  version 
of  the  argument  of  November  1. 

On  December  1,  probably  quite  early  in  the  morning, 
the  offensive  sign  already  quoted  was  nailed  to  the  railing 
outside  Hickson  Avenue.     It  manifests  racial  prejudice  plainly 
and  openly  in  relation  to  the  rental  of  51  Hickson  Avenue.  It 
obviously  had  reference  to  the  tenants  who  had  just  vacated, 
for  anyone  who  knew  they  had  been  living  there.     If  Mr.  McCaw 
did  not  himself  put  up  the  sign   (which  is  hard  to  believe) ,  at 
least  he  learned  quickly  that  it  was  there  and  what  it  said. 
It  referred  readers  to  him  by  the  arrow  and  the  instruction  to 
apply  at  No.   53.     Knowing  this,  he  left  the  sign  up  until  late 
the  next  day  (December  2nd) ,  when  he  removed  it  and  destroyed 
it.     By  leaving  it  up  for  well  over  a  day  in  these  circum- 
stances, he  showed  that  he  was  in  agreement  with  what  the  sign 
said,  even  if  he  did  not  put  it  up.     He  manifested  a  continuing 
state  of  mind  hostile  to  the  Lams  as  tenants  because  Mr.  Lam 
was  Chinese.     This  establishes  to  my  mind  that  Mrs.  Lam's 
version  of  the  argument  of  November  1  is  true,  and  that  the 
three  reasons  stated  in  the  notice  of  termination  of  November  23 
are  not  Mr.  McCaw's  substantial  or  primary  reasons.  As 
explained  earlier,  this  finding  is  enough  to  establish  that 
Mr.  McCaw  is  in  breach  of  section  3(1) (a)  and   (b)  of  the 
Ontario  Human  Rights  Code. 

In  making  thi'    finding,  I  should  say  something  more 
about  Mr.  McCaw.     He  is  not  in  good  health.     He  is  a  disability 
pensioner  at  the  early  age  of  53.     His  pension  and  the  rental 
of  51  Hickson  Avenue  are  his  only  sources  of  income.  The 
duplex  house  is  the  only  real  property  he  owns.     Mrs.  Lam 
testified  that  he  seldom  if  ever  had  a  visitor,  so  one  infers 
the  he  lives  very  much  to  himself.     As  a  witness,  his  evidence 
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was  frequently  confused.     He  was  particularly  poor  under  cross- 
examination,  especially  in  relation  to  the  sign.     From  all  this 
I  infer  that,  during  the  time  in  question,  he  just  was  not  much 
aware  of  the  public  standards  of  this  community  and  this 
Province  respecting  non-discrimination.     Publicity  concerning 
the  sign  at  the  beginning  of  December,  and  the  conciliation 
efforts  of  the  Commission  made  him  aware  of  them.     By  the  time 
of  the  hearing  in  June,  I  believe  Mr.  McCaw  had  genuinely 
succeeded  in  persuading  himself  that  facts  adverse  to  him  were 
not  really  true,  or  at  least  could  be  explained  away  by 
rationalizations  favourable  to  him.     Up  to  a  point,  this  is  a 
common  human  tendency,  but  I  found  it  especially  exaggerated 
in  the  case  of  Mr.  McCaw. 

At  the  close  of  Mr.  McCaw 1 s  testimony,  his  counsel, 
Mr.  Kennedy,  gave  me  a  medical  report  on  Mr.  McCaw  by  a 
Kingston  doctor.     This  was  with  the  consent  of  Mr.  Laskin, 
counsel  for  the  Commission.     I  agreed  to  read  the  report  and 
deal  with  its  significance,  if  any,  when  giving  judgment  in 
this  case.     I  did  not  find  that  the  medical  report  was  relevant 
to  the  issues  before  the  Board.     It  has  had  no  influence  on  my 
findings  and  decision  in  any  way.     The  report  is  of  a  highly 
private,  confidential  and  personal  character,  so  I  am  happy  that 
irrelevance  excludes  it  from  the  public  record  of  the  pro- 
ceedings of  this  case.     This  is  not  a  criticism  of  Mr.  Kennedy 
for  asking  me  to  look  at  the  report.     It  was  a  proper  part  of 
his  efforts  to  give  his  client  good  representation.     I  propose 
to  return  the  report  to  him  for  his  confidential  files. 

Compensation 

I  now  turn  to  the  question  of  the  remedy  I  should 
order  in  favour  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Lam.     The  last  thing  they  want 
is  ever  to  return  to  51  Hickson  Avenue,  so  reinstatement  of 
the  lease  is  not  in  question,  even  if  that  were  possible.  I 
have  concluded  that  the  appropriate  remedy  is  money  damages. 
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Mr.  and  Mrs.  Lam  have  been  grievously  hurt  and  offended  by 
this  breach  of  the  law.     A  severe  award  is  called  for,  and  I 
order  Mr.  McCaw  to  pay  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Lam  $350.00  in  general 
damages.     Also,  I  award  them  a  further  $150.00  in  special 
damages.     This  is  made  up  as  follows: 


(1)  $100.00  for  special  expenses  incurred 
by  the  Lams  when  they  rushed  to  move 
at  the  end  of  November. 

(2)  $50.00  as  credit  for  the  cost  of 
decorating  materials.     I  have  con- 
cluded that  Mr.  McCaw  did  firmly  agree 
on  September  28  to  make  some  such 
allowance . 


The  total  is  thus  $500.00.     This  is  severe  for  a  person  in 
Mr.  McCaw' s  circumstances.     Further,  I  have  decided  that  this 
order  for  damages  is  the  only  order  that  should  be  made  in  this 
case.     As  I  have  said,  Mr.  McCaw  is  now  well  aware  of  the 
standards  of  this  Province  against  discrimination  on  racial 
grounds.     I  do  not  think  he  is  any  longer  a  risk  in  this 
respect.     I  am  prepared  to  leave  it  at  that. 


I  thank  both  counsel  in  this  case.     They  gave  their 


clients  distinguished  representation,  and  were  of  great 
assistance  to  me. 


Dated  at  Kingston,  Ontario  this 
day  of  August,  1977. 


W.R.  Lederman,  Q.C. 
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